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.The Council for Cultural Co-operation is set up by the Committee of Ministers of the
Council of Europe onl January 1962 to draw up proposals for the cultural policy of the Council"
of Europe, to co-ordinate and give effect to the overall cultural progra. nune of the organisation
and to allocate the resources of the Cultural Fund. It is assisted by three permanent committees
of senior officials. for higher education and research, far general Ind-technical education and
fop put-of-school education. All the member governments of the Council of Europe, together

with Greece Finland, Spain and the Holy See are represented.,on these bodies

-In educational matters, the aim of the Council for Cultural Go-operation (CCC) is to help
to create conditions in which the right educational opportunities are.available to young Europeans
whatever their background or level of academic accomplishment, and to facilitate their adjustment
to changing,political and social conditions. This entails in particular a greater rationalisation of the
complex ediacational process. Attention is paid to alfinfluences bearing on the acquisition of knowledge,
from home television to advanced research, from the organisation of youth centrtis to the improvement of
teacher training. The countries concerned will thereby be able to benefit from the experience of their
neighbours in the planning and orm orstruOtiiies; curricula and -methods in aali"innches of eaircition.

Since 1963 the CCC has been publishing, in English and French, a series of works of general
interest entitled "Education in Europe", which record the results of expert studies and intergovernmental
investigations conducted within the framework of its programme. A list of these publications will be
found at the end of the volume.

Some of the volumes in this series have been published in French by Armand Colin of Paris and
in English by Harraps of London.

These works are being supplemented by a series of "companion volumes" of a more specialised
nature to which the present-study belongs.

General Editor:

The Director of Education and of Cultural and Scientific Affairs, Council of Europe,
Strasbourg (Franee)

The opinions expressed in these studies are not to be regarded as reflecting the policy of
inclivicbail governments or of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe.

Applications for reproduction and translation should be addressed to the General Editor.

For complete list, see back of cover.
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Student participation in the Operation of Institutions
of Tertiary. Education in theCCC Member Countries

in 1973

This study is based upon the replies to the questionnaire (dec. CCC /ESR (72) Misc. 14 rev.) of
19 January 1973 (Appendix I) sent cut to CCC member governments. The following countries have replied.
Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, the Federal Republic of Germany, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy,
Malta, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey and the United KingEom.

History

1. The situation from 1900 -1945

During the first half Of the 20th century students at the single institutions of higher education in ,many
countries organised themselves..into_slinient asscciations .or unions These organisations often reflected the
organisational structure of the particular institution, For each faculty there might be a students' coitnril
elected by and among the students enrolled at the faculty. These students' councils formed, together with a
central committee elected either directly by and among thewhole student body of the institution or indirectly

by the faculty students' councils, the students' association or union.

These councils and unions acted as the spokesmen of the students towards the different authorities of

the institutions, Gradually,these students' organisations obtained official recognition in the constitutions of
the single institution as the recognised students' representation and they were granted office space and
equipment. They were furthermore entitled to send spokesmen or observers to the senate- or faculty-meetings
when questions of direct interest to the students were on the agenda, ie revision of study programmes cir

examination rules, administration of study grants etc (1).. ,

The student union took up or took over a number of student welfare activities: students!..labour
exchange, guidance, lodgings- exchange, and in some cases the student organisations even took over the

establishment and running of dormitories and canteens with subsidies from public funds (eg the Norwegian
Student-samskipnaden).

Furthermore, the student organisations worked for improvements in social and educational conditions

for students in general, but they never at that time demanded seats in the decision-ntaking bodies of the
institutions of higher education,

2. The situation from 1.945-72

The demand for participation grew out of the development following the 2nd World War and the

subsequent explosive increase in enielments. This was particularly the case in the USA when the GI study
programme brought hundreds of thousands of veterans into the colleges and universities and the number of
students grew from 1. 7 million in 1946 to 2.7 million in 1950, The increase continued thanks to the

post-war prosperity but the capacity lagged behind the enrolment. The period of the cold war and
McCarthyism in the early fifties did not, however, provide any climate for student protests. The "Sputnik
Year" of 1957 became a turning point with regard to public interest in higher education and reseakch.

Federal and state funds granted to universities were raised quickly and increased every year. The number-

of students was, however, still growing and reached 4.5 million in 1964, The race between capacity and
enrolment continued, but the students of the sixties did not belong to "The Quiet Generation" of the fifties,

They questioned the values of "The Affluent Society" and economic growth as a goal in itself. At the

large campuses they felt frustrated, restrained by rigid rules of order issued by the college or university

El) Ir this_picture Norway represents an exception. Since 1908 the students' councils at_the_
University of Oslo have had a legal right to appoint 2 representatives to each faculty board
and since 1956 the students have had the right to appoint 2 representatives to the senate.
Similar arrangements have been found at other Norwegian institutions of higher education

for many years.

1.1



authorities "in loco parentis", they felt at too few personal relations - if any at.all - existed between
students and professors and they felt like ben in the computer systems which had been introduced at

. .
many campuses to manage the registration for courses and examinations, the prying of fees, library
service etc. In addition to that came the negroes' struggle for civil rights and the protests against the
Vietnam War, which appealed to the. idealism of students. t,

All these tensions exploded during the autumn term 1964 at Berkeley University and an avalanche
of student unrest hurtled over North America and Europe.

The Berkeley student leader Mario Savio expressed the background of the unrest in terms which
became well-known in Europe during the-following years.

"The most important concept one must know to be able to understand the students' movement is
Marx's concept of alienation. The students are frustrated. They can't find room in a society where
alienation exists, 'where their work will have no-meaning. Students- revolt-againsttheuniversity machinery,.
Thatis the motiv power behind the students' movement. " , , f."

,Y

The explos on in student enrolment did not start in Europe until the end of the fifties But in many
countries the gap been capacity and the number of students quickly became even worse than it had been

%

in the USA, and the, economic and industrial development which had begun later than in the USA, expanded
at an even faster rat creatiig new political, social and environmental jubblems. The soil was ready ''6
receive the seed of rkeley. .t ' Y:

-c-:-

.1,.. t /, , 1

From 1965 and during the rest of the sixties most European countries witnessed' stridentent occ,upatpn of ,°

nuniversity buildings, d onstrations claiming students' participation in the, managerlInt of universities!,
research for the people, introdfiction of Marxist research theories etc anci7encanters4etween police atni,
student demonstrators. the culmination took place in spring 1968 in the federal- Republic of C any and

.,
. .' :-.e,i'in France. 4f. , ,, ,

While negotiations insofar as only negotiations took place - up till spring. i968 had taken place
between students' leaders a d the university authorities, many governments and parliarrapats now took .-

.- ..-. ,,,- 4;,.
action, trying to calm down the student revolt and to bring the situation undef control hy,introdnattg ,.

\ i .. ..student representativt's in the decision-making bodies of the universities by-law.. The first example in
\

this respect is the French "Loi d'orientation de l'enseignement sup4rieur" of 12 November,1968 an.._ severi,
other countries which have ans ered the questionnaire have since passed similar Haws either as ameruintents
to existing laws or as the-first I ws in a field with which the legislation had nOt previously interfered;

i 4 1 '

In this connection it mig t be worthwhile mentioning that this new legisfition also !poke downy
the absolutism of the full profess in relation to the associate and assistant professors. The eicir., nsion
of the teaching staff following the, increasing student enrolment lladmainly taken place through employment9. 4

of associate and assistant professors1
f

These groups of teachers could not be denipd,the right of participation,
when it was obtained by the stude . In a single case (Denmark) all full -time employed teachers iyere
integrated into one teaching staff wi h regard to the right to vote and tn be elected. In some cases also
the participation of the technical an administrative personnel was introduced and even representatiyes of
the outside world took their seats in e decision-making bodies.

,

i
As a' direct resulcof the student.unrest.decision-making unive ty bodies with a completely changed

compositionland power structure were formed in many European countries, and it seems, worthwhile now -
6 years after the spring of 8 - to make a survey of the different solirtions chosen to meet the demand of
student participation. .` f. ' s

, .

1

,

3

.
i .

The situation in 1 973 ., i,. ,,.

A comparative table which summarises the replies of the member countries td the questionna*
can be found in Appendix I. The following paragraphs analyse the replies in more detail.

"Cr s

J.t
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3; 1 Legislation
, ..

,

The continental member countries comprising ads stiisly do all have some sort of legislatiOn concerning
institutions of higher education, while_othermodels for the relations between the state and institutions of
higher educatiOn are used in'CyPrii.s, Ireland,,Malta and the United Kingdom: Apartfrom Scotland, which
has its on Universities of Scotland Act, there is no British law or regulation providink for or preventing
student participation, however, the state is not without influence on this question. -TheoniV,ersiiies in
England, Wales acid Ulster have their articles of government fixed in Royal Charters, they arefree to Propose
amendments to their Charters, but any such amendments must receive the approv'al of the 'Privy Gsnincil before
they may be ,put into effect. According to the Joint Statement from.the Committee of Vice,-Chancellors and
Principals and the National Union of Students, almost all uniVZisities have proposed ame4dmen'ts to their
Charters providing for student participation on the governing bodies., The Privy Councilhas welcomes in
principle the inclusion of students in these bodies on the condition that the number of students is limited,
that the students are properly representative of the student body and that tie students must withdraw fr6m the
decision- making bodies during discussion of items drawn from the "reserved areas" of business.

,/

The main difference between the UK and th-eCOntni-ental nie,uber stat,esseems_to that the British
universities are free to decide whether they want to provide for syielent participation or not, while the
continental uniyersities have to accept student participation by legislation. But both in the UK and in the
single ctiniinental member states student participation is based upon certain principles,

Some principal differences in the chat:acter, however, exist in the legislation of the continental
member states.

In Austria, Belgium, Denmark, the "Linder" of the Federal Republic of Germany, France, the
Netherlands and Sweden, general laws or regulations on the government of universities and possibly other
institutions of higher education lay down among other things the principles for student pzrticipation.

In Finland, Norway, Switzerland and Turkey there is no such general legislation, but a special,
law for each university -which may bodue to the fact that the single university is established by law and
that the principles of government were laid down in the same law according to the special circumstances
of the particular university.

This difference is, however, not quite clear as income countries- - for instance Austiia there are
combinations of both solutions. By an amendment of 1 971 to the "Hcchschul-Stitdiengesetz", advisory study
committees (Studienkommissionen) including student members were introducedon an experimental basis (1),
and by an amendment of 1972 to the Austrian "Hochschul-Organisations-gesetz" of 1 955 student participation
was introduced as a definite measure in the commissions, vihich may be establiihed by the assembly of full
professors as advisory or dcision-making bodies. At the same time one finds special laws on different types-
of higher education r engineering, agriculture, economics etc - including provisions for student participation
in decision-making study committees (Studienkommissionen).

The Dutch. niversity Administration Act of 1 970 introduced student participation on an exprimental
basis which will only be effective until 1 976 (2y. In Sweden one finds a combination of definite, and
experimental regulations, The 1969 amendment to the law on University Organisation gave the Preparatory
Study, Committees decision-making power. Thestrbodies could therefore make decisions on behalf of the
faculties in all questions concerning curricula and organisation. Student participation at:the national level
(the Board of the Office of the Chancellor and the Faculty Planning Councils of this office); in the university
senates and the institute boards will be op an experimental basis Until ;976. ,-,Ln Finland -4. bilfon: internal
admimstration of the institutions, of higher education has been brolight into th'e parliamopt to replace the:
present permanent and temporary laws and regulations- on the administration of thepertycular 1nstligtion.s.-(3):

Cf Appendix h. e.,P

'4,{
.

0 9

-;

..

-(1) The'advisqrystudiCOMMIfteeThaVeln 1974 bechmela:permutieiOni:titistioe
. .

(2) Rejected by. the parliament in NoVember ....e .:.
0 . 0 e , .

Q1'

' (3) lqhas been proposed to extegd the expetimental period order to gain more experience,
',0 ,

i . ',.P. " , . e
G 1,:. .-



3.2 Strident paiticipation at different levels

Only in a few eases is student participation provided for by law at the national level. Only in the
"Under" Hesse and Rhineland-Palatinate of the Federal Republic of Germany, France, Norway, Sweden .

and Switzerland have the students a legal right to be represented in central planning, advisory or decision-
making bodies. In the Netherlands one might say that the students have an indirect legal right to be
represented at the, national level, as each of the Dutch universities has the right to be represented in the
Academic Council by three members: the Rector and two members appointed by the university council,
and most universities have appointed a student as one of the latter.

Although student par ticipation has not been provided for by law, it does not, however, mean that
one does not find student representatives at the national level in other countries. In Denmark the National
Union of Students has had two representatives appointed by the Minister of Education on the Planning Council
for Higher Education since 1965, and in Ireland the National Council for Educatidial Awards (NCEA) which
awards certificates, diplomas and degrees in non-university institutions of higher educatie4 includes two
students among its inemberS: These students participate in all the Council's work andplay_a full rolein_-
t1;e-various-£ommittees, Boards of Studies etc -which the Civil:cifhis established.

According to the replies to the, questionnaire, it is apparent that student representatives, whether
usfulrmeraberl,or as observers, are nicstly found at the university senate, council, or assembly and at the

v,department or fatuity level.

At the first level they are found in all me ber countries which have refined, except Cyprus,
Ireland 'and Turkey. At the second level student presentatives are found in all countries except Belgium,
Cyprus and Ireland. It should, however, be mentioned that the amendment of1971 to the Belgian Law on
"L'organisation de l'enseignement universitaire par 1'Etat" provides for student participation at the faculty
level, but the necessary royal decree has not yet been issued. Furthermore, Swedish students participate
at the faculty leve. 1 under a special arrangement. They are not represented on the real faculties proper
but on the study committees or education commissions which are decision-making on behalf of the faculties
in all questions concerning the contents and the organisation of both under-graduate and past- graduate
education. InAustria and Denmark similar study committees are provided for but without the effect that
students are exclUded from membership of the faculty councils.

The character of student participation varies as mentioned above from full membership to a status
where student representatives may be called upon to express their views when questions concerning student
interests are on the agenda. The latter is the case at some Swiss institutions and in Turkey.

At the institute or sub-department level student participation is not provided for by law to the same
extent. It is only the case in Denmark, in some "Under" in the Federal Republic of Germany, at some
Finnish institutions, in the Netherlands, in NOrway and Sweden and at some Swiss institutions. This does
not, however, mean that one would not find student representatives at thii level elsewhere, where it would
then be based uporrinternal regulations.

S. 3 Subjects upon wh ich students' representatives should be conSulted

Only, in a few countries are student and teacher representatives on a totally' equal footing on the '?

decision-making bodies. This is the case Belgium (at the Senate level), in Denmark, and in the
Netherlands. In an other countries one or more subjects belong to "the reserved area ".

. A typical "reserved area" subject is appointment and dismissal, of teachers. In Austria, Cyprus,
sorry "Lander" in the Federal Republic of Germany, in Finland, France, Malta,. Norway, Switterland,
Turkeyand the Mk, the student representatives have no part in the decisions in these cases, at the most,
therhave an opportunity to eicpress their views...



Examinations and assessments'represene another reserved area, where student participation is not
provided for in the Federal Republic of Germany, 'Finland, France, Malta, Norway and the UK, and in
some countries the treatment of budgetary matters and research planning and priorities is also regarded
2S a teacher's prerogative,_

.

It is evident that the areas in which student participation has been generally accepted are those
which students have an obvious interest such as curricula, teaching,methods, timetables, discipline,

aterial facilities, scholarships and grants. All these are areas in which the students are directly confronted
ith the university as an educational institution in their daily lives.

The reserved areas are, however, still an important objective of student desire for influence on the
activities of the institutions of higher education. The reason for this is evident. Changes in curricula,
teaching methods, study structures and the purpose and ideological background of the studies could be-far

ft

more easily fulfilled if students also had an influente upOn the appointment of those whare to teach them
and to do the research, and upon the research which always has been the source of renAval in higher

_ _ _ _
cducation7----

On the other hand, professors and university authorities equally want to keep appointment and
research policies as their prerogative in order to preserve a certain continuity in this vital field and to
avoid frequent changes in the student opinion.

The importance of student participation in this field is underlined on a decision made by the
German Federal Constitution Court in May 1973.

The case was brought before the court by 398 teachers from institutions of higher education in
Lower Saxony because they found that the new act on the government of institutions of higher education
(Vorsttiidsgesetz) deprived the professors and other teachers of the decisive influence upon the governments
of their institutions.

4

The court stated that the teacher representatives in the decision-making 'bodies should be a
homogeneous group, well defined in relation to the representatives of othergroups and that they should
dispose of at least half of the votes when gducational matters are decided Upon.

Furthermore the teacher representatives should dispose of the majority of votes when all decisions
Concerning research and appointment of teachers are taken, and an undifferentiated participation of the
representatives of the non-scientific staff should be excludgiL)1/4

Generally the court stated that it is justified to safeguard the freedom of research and teaching
and that there are legal differences between the differ' eut group; represented in the decision-making bodies.

- ,

Similar cases have_beep brought before the court by teachers flog' Hamburg, iaden-Wtirttemberg,
Hesse and Northrhine-Westphalia.

: 3,4 Mode of election, 'powers etc

(The replies to the qnestionnaires show that the designation of student representatives takes place
in many different ways, but tidally always according to a law or regulation. An exception to this is
the UK where one finds wide variety of practices for appointing the student members of the council
and the senate, but a more pr less uniform system .of filling places on faculty committees. In most
cases at, least one or two of the student places on the governing bodies are filled by a student union
officer ex officio, the remaining places being filled either by aypointmen' t by the student union Council,
or by election by the whole student body. .

___In_Austria,_Einland,--Norway and to some-dtent in Sweden the student, unions or associations
appoint the student representatives. The organisational structure, the compocition of the decision-making
bodies,. the methods of election.and the procedures of appointing student representatives to the different
bodies of the institutions of higher education are fixed in laws on student organisations in Austria and
Finland, while similar provisions are found in Norwegian and Swedish university laws and royal decrees.
Inothese countries membershiP of student unions or asspciations is compulsory.

-

1



The pr4doininant niethock of election seems to be direct electiOn by the whole student body within
the institution or within the faculty or depa'riment, or a combination of direct election at the faculty level
and indirect election frorafthe faculty board to the senate or university council.

c

In no case is there found, however, a system of direct election of student representatives-to a body
at the na,tional.level,

Direct election Of student rfprezit tives by the whole student body to the senate or university
council takes place in Belgium, Demnar e Federal Republic of Germany, at some French universities,
in theNetherlands and at some British universities.

Indirect election from the faculty or department boards to the senate or university councirtakes.
place at some German, at most.French universities and at the Royal University of Malta.

Views on Electoral Systems

AccOrding to the replies to the questionnaire, the electoral systems - generally speaking - are
regarded as satisfactory. This may reflect the present situation, but in some countries this was subject
to serious dispnres some years ago. These disputes took place especially in those countries where direct
election was 'introduced in connection with the legislation providing for student participation in the
decision-making bodies.

In Denmark, ,for instance, the student unions were strongly opposed to direct election by the whole
student body within the institution for the senate, within the faculty for the faculty board and within the

ti

department or sub-department for the study committees. They argued that the student unions had )iitherto
been officially recognised in th statutes of the universities as the student organisations authorised to act
as the spokesmen for the Whole student body. Consequently they should also be authorised to appoint the
student representIttives to the decision-making bodies of the universities. Any other solution., they argued,
adopting a trade union point of view, would beLan offence to the freedom of organisations.

' , . 1.

The student unions furthermore argiied that the outcome of direct elections would split the unity
of t students as it was expressed by the student anions, and that such a split would reduce the influence
of the student representatives in the decision-making bodies - at least as long as the students were not .

entitled to 50% of the eats in these bodies. ',

If direct el ctions -could not be avoided, the student unions demanded that th'e manner of election
should be the majority, election system and not that of election by propoitional representation, Vitt latter
being fit for the splitting of the student Unity.

The legislature argued on the other hand that the decisioil-making bodies exercised a public
function in their administration of regulations issued by the government and as donors of public funds.
Seen from a legal administrative point of view, it could not be tolerated that responsible members of
the dicision-rneaking body were appointed 'according to rules on whicli the legislature had no influence
at all. It was pointed out that there was a fundamental difference between a student union officer
representing students' pOints of view and a student representative holding a public office in a decision-
making body.

This phitosophy of legitiYnacy is also adopted by the countries in which the student unions or
associations are entitled to appoint student representatives to the decision-making bodies as the articles
of these unions or associations must be in accordance with a lary or public regulation on this subject, cfr
conditions in Austria, Finland, Norwa and_S eden mentioned above. A,special form of official
responsibility in Swe -is wort while, mentioning here. This_means, among other things, that persons

acti-v-e to e public sector who are, guilty of an irregularity or neglect in thei-f-Dffie-ial duties, or of
abusing of their authority, can be punished foi' such misconduct under special legislation. The sanctions,.
however, differ as between those holding an appointment and those who do not. Student representatives 4
hold no post from which they can he suspended or dismissed, the punishment in their case is instead a
fine or (in severe cases) imprisonment.

1
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Besides the legal arguments, 'political points of view have also determined the attitude of the

legislature. The legislature had the impression, based among other things.u. pon the fact thaeonly a
I"minority 6f the whole student body voted at the elections of the student unions, that direct electi ns

of student representatives with real influen5e in die decision -making bodies might call upon the interest

a of "The-Silent Majority" of the student body, and create an alternative to the often Militant and very
left-wing oriented student unions. To secure a reasonable representation of the different opinions among

the students, election by the method of proportional representation was therefore introduced in some

Countries. 0
4

According to the replies to the questionnaire, some criticisms have been made of the electoral

systems. In Sweden the appointing of,student representatives by the student unions' has been questioned,

and the electoralsystem is presently subject to examination by a special governmental commission. The'
rnethod'of indirect election of student representatives by the faculty Ott department boards to the senates

or university councils is subject to criticism in France and in one of the German "1.1.ndr" - Sarre. The '

point is that this method tends to give rise to a student representation in the university,council not

reflecting the opinions of the whole student bo'cly.

' Imanothe of the German "Linder" Hesse - the students have criticised the yule which provides

that at least 50% of those students having the right to vote should actually{{ make use of this right, should -

all the seats reserved for student representatives in the decision-rhaking 14.dieslie occupied. If the 50%

are not reahed, the number of seats is reduced proportionally.

This principle, which intends to increase the interest of the student body,in the elections (and to

,,activate "The Silent Majority") and create a correlation between interest and influence, was originlly
introduced through the French "Loi du 12 novembrt.1968 d'orientation de Penseignement superieur".

The principle has, besides by Hesse, b e n adopted by other countries. The minimum percentages fixed

in different countries are as follows: C.'prus: 66.6%, France: 60%, Hrsse: 509 , die Netherlands: 359 ,

Turkey: 40%.

1
Student participation in the elections of representativr

Taking into consideration the publicity given to student unrest in the late sixties and the political
disturbance caused by thimnrest, it might be of interest tot examine the extent to which students have

shown interest in using the influence they thus obtained by electing or appointing their own representatives

to the decision-making bodies of the institutions, of higher education.

The percentages stated in the replies very very much, cfr Appendix If where percentages from

20 to 95 are indicated. Although high percentages are stated, the general impression is that the

participation of the students in-the elections of their representations is significantly lower than the

percentage of voters.,talcing part in general elections for parliaments, county councils, town councils et,

The question is, however, whether it is 6ir to expect a higher participation in the elections, at

least at the present stage. Several reasons may be mentioned as explanation of the relatively low

percentages.

Tothe ordinary student it is a new phenornenor)to have the possibility to influence the management

of his institution through representatives on the decision-matting bodies. During his preceding education,

the university student of the early seventies was not accustomed to participate in the administration of the

institution in which he was trained. He was brought up to leave the decisions to his headmaster and his

teachers, and he thus reasons, "I want to concentrate on my studies. won't bother'about making up my

mind about for whom I am going to Vote. Anyhow the results obtained by student representatives will not

affect my situation before I have finished my studies".

On the other hand, some students may reason that the proportion of student representatives in the

t--------decision-making bodies is so small that the representatives will have no decisive influence and it is

therefore not worthwhile taking part in the elections. i

- 7 ;
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There" is also the question of how the student bo'cly is cOmpcsed, on ch the percentage of
active voters is calculated. This is a question of the effectiveness of the stf4ent registration system.
It is well-known that' not all university students. are full-time students studying for a degree. Some .

students are enrolled only because they want to take one or two-courses. Some enrol even if they have
given up their studies, because the registration cafd entitles them to take part in cheap student trIvels,
to have theatre and concert tickets at reduced prices and to enjoy other discount arrangements. Others
are part-time students studying and liaving a job at the same time. 'These types of students do not take
the same interest - if aqx t all - in the work of the decision-making bodies as the full-time students,.
andthey may foim a part of the percentage of students not taking part in the elections.

Student-representatives.or delegates .

Only lit one case, namely the University of Bremen in the Federal Republic of Germany, are
''student delegates" accepted in'the decision-making bodies, and in this case only can the student
representatives' mandite be withdrawn by their electors between the elections.

One of the main demands proclaimed during the student unrest was that the student representatives
should always be in accordance with the opinion of the majority of the student body. At "peoples meetings"
open to all students, the representatives should seek information tin the policy wanted by the studeqts to be
followed in the decision-making bodies and in the same forum the reisentatives should explain the
attitudes taken by them in the bodies to the students.

If a representative did not agree with the student opinion expressed at such meetings, or if hl had
his attitudes in the body disavowed, he should resign and leave his seat to another student.

In addition to this idea of continued and close conformity.between the policy,pf student
representatives and the opinion of .the majority of the student body, the student leaders argued for the
principle of "rotation", ie that the students should be entitled to send varying representatives to the
sessions of the different decision-making bodies to enable them always to have representatives with
special knowledge about each item on the agenda of the bocIlr.

Apart from Bremen, these ideas have not been accented by the legislature and the university
authorities,

Seen from a legal administrative point of view, it was not acceptable to have responsible decision-
making bodies with'an ever changing group of members. In a given situation it might be impossible to
find out who is responsible for one decision or another.

Seen iron' a university point of view, it would be, intolerable if agreements and decisions made
by a body could be set aside at the next session by new student representatives. It would be impossible
to keep up a continuous administration anctplaiming under such conditions.

The proportion of student representatives

During the student unrest, the students denianded 50% of the seats in the decision-making bodies -
or even that the members of the bodies should be elected according to the principle "one man one vote".

The philosophy behind the fifty-fifty share of the seats between the teacher and the student
representatives was that the teachers and the students were two homogeneous groups with opposite interests.
results satisfying to both parties would not.be obtained until general agreement was reached through a
"Palaver - democracy", ie through intensive discussions and comprOmises.

This philcsophy has been rejected by the legislature and the university authorities: The only
example of a decision - making body where both teachers and students are represented on a fifty-fifty basis
is the Danish study comjnittees.



The rejection of the fifty-fifty principle has beer! motivated in different ways. One argument has

been that the teachers in principle are employ e{:1 it an institution of higher education for their lifetime,
having a much closer connection with the insti tion than the students spending 4-6 years there. The
teachers should therefore have the fecisive inn ence upon the activities ofthe institution. Another
argument was that the institutions of higher edu _don hake a double function as research and educational
institutions, and that students could not be regarded as sufficiently qualified to have the same influence

in research matters as the teachers.

Furthermore, a third group - the tectinical and administrative personnel - have entered the scene

since the sixties and claimed their right to participate in the decision-making process. These groups of

personnel have obtained representation on the decision-making bodies in Belgium, Dencriarly the

Federal Republic of Germany, at sortie Finnish institutions, in the Netherlands, at some Norwegian

institutions and in Sweden (at the institute level on an experimental basis). To place representatives for
the technical and adrainiArative personnel on the bodies has made it impossible to reserve SO% of the seats

to the student representatives unless the teacher representation should become preposterously small.

?
The percentage of student representatives on the decision-making bodies varies, according to the

replies on the questionnaire both from country to country and from level to lev'el as well as - in some,

countries - from institution` o institution. These variations are illustrated in Appendix II, III and IV,
which gives a survey of the situation in the Federal Republic of Germany and at seven out of seventeen

Finnish institutions of higher edubation. In Belgium, where up till now final provision for student

participation has only been made at the university council' level, the students take 15% of the seats in
this council and 10% of the seatsin its permanent bureaut In Denmark, the students take 25% of the

seats in the senate and in the faculty boards, up to 25% of the seats in the institute boards depending upon
the extent of the contribution to the education rendered by the institute. In France, the perceptage varies

according to the percentage of dents having used their right to vote, but the percentage of teacherstat

representatives must never b smaller than that of the student representatives. In the Netherlands at least

1/6 of the seats of the university council is reserved to representatives from outside the university; while

the rest of the seats are divided as follow,s; at least 1/3 to the scientific staff, no more than 1/3 to the

students and no more than 1/3 to the non-scientific staff. The faculty council should consist of at least
half of representatives of the scientific staff and no more than half of representatives of the students and

the non-scientific staff together. In-Sweden, the proportion of student representatives on the university

councils varies from 2/5 to 1/6. Stqdents are not represented on the faculties, but the study committees'

normally consistig teacher and student representatives in equal proportions plus a representative of the

technical and a4pinistrative staff. At the University of Fribourg in Switzerland the student representatives
take 4 out of the-24 seats in the senate, while there are no regulations providingjor a fixed student

representation on other bodies of the university. *- r''4

.

Decisions requiring the affirmative vote of the student representatives

OLaly three countries have answered this item in the affirmative. In the FederaJ.Republic of Gertnany,

there are regulations with the provision that decision's concerning-questions of the reform of study courses,

cannot be taken without the affirmative vote of at least one student representative. In Sweden decisions

negative to any individual student cannot be taken in study committees without at least one student

representative taking part. The fifty fifty composition of the Danish study committees is that the teacher
representatives cannot make any decisions without the support of at least one student representative and

vice versa.

Student representatives' attainment to executive posts
a"

In very few cases student representatives' attainment to executive posts are provided for. In Denmark

a student representative may attain to the posts of vice-dean and chairman orvice-chainnan of a study
committee; and in prAtice he does so, especially Of the study committees. A student vice-dean cannot,

however, act as the dean's deputy in all cases. A dean is ex officio member of the senate, and in his
absence a student vice-dean may take l is sea; but he is not entitled to vote, as this would disturb the

balance betweep the different groups re resented in the senate.



At some French universities, a student representative may be elected vice-rector and this has..-
taken place in practice. In Sweden a student representative theoretically and legally might be elected
rector, if he possesses the necessary scientific and educational qualifications, but in practice this hits
never happened. "

Effects of student participation in decision-making bodies

Only in Denmark, the Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden
and the UK is a student representative entitled to some sort of compensation if his academic work suffers
through service on a decision-making bddy. The compensation takes different forms. One is an extension
of his grant or scholarship equivalent to the period of his membership. Another is respite of the time 'for
examinations. In a single case (Norway) a fef per session is paid as a compensation.

The work load of a student member of a decision-making body is of cause very difficult to define
on a European bas' is.

To some extent the work loadmiay be measured by the frequency of the bodies' sessions. This
frequency ranges according to the replies to the questionnaire from twice a month to every second month.
But the work is, however, not only done during the sessions. Special items are for instance often dealt
with in sub-committees between the plenary sessions, and some members often serve on inter-university
or government committees. Moreover, student members who serve only for one year - apart from the
Belgian student members who serve for two years=-Trilirt invest comparatively more time reading documents
and prepa'ring themselves for plenary and sub-committee meetings not having the same routine, experience
and broad knowledge of the field of the body as the senior members. The student.representatives have
furthermore a far gre.iter number of voters with whom to keep in contact than have the senior members.

Under these circumstances it seems fair for student representatives to be entitled to some sort of
compensation for the period in which their service on a decision-making body has prevented them from
studying.

3.5 . The results of student participation
1E/

The general impression of the replies to the questionnaire is that no-one is yet prepared to evaluate
in detail the consequences of student participation for tIK institutions of higher education and their
development.

Several member countries have refrained from commenting on this item and others have expressed
themselves in very brief and general terms.

Finland finds it difficult to answer as students up till now have formed a proportionally very small
part-of the members of the decision-making bodies, but'refers to the fact that it is the intention to strengthen
the influence of students. The Netherlands also find an answer difficult because the present University
Administration Reform Act of 1970 has only bedii in force in such a short time that experiences are few and
because it is difficult to identify the influence of students when they have only formed a minority among
2 or 3 other groups of representatives. The Norwegian answer is very'laconic. Norwegian experiences are
good and nobody could imagine a system where the students are without influence. The UK confines itself
to reporting that it has been possible to have all seats provided for occupied by student representatives.

Cyprus reports about positive experiences in connection with extra-curriculum activities and the
social life of the students, while student representatives have rendered rather limited assistance in Matters
of curricula and teaching methods. The Federal Republic of Germany reports good results in general and
especially mentions matters concerning the organisation of individual educational careers. Sweden's
experiences are generally good with respect to educational matters, but more guarded concerning the
administrative effectiveness of the corporate bodies on institutedevel, which are inclined to spend too
Much time on administrative matters4of a more routine character.
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More detailed replies have been -gi'ven by Deft:nark-and Runde. 'ACcordingto the Danish reply,,

student participatiOn has had a mostly positiVeeffect uptm deCisions,conc'erning ,educational matters. New

curricula and teaching methods haVe beerr'introdaded and experixnenti With new'tests and methods of

examination have been launched. Studer* participation in the planniag and buyigeting process has also
normsa positive effect, as the student reppise,tives have shown nrxmi. ...a more critic/1 an open-frdnded

attitude towards established.riglits and priorities than expressed decision-making bodies before

students became, members, Student pirticipation as a whole has beeria-challenge,to the teacher -

representatives, as the studentstgenerally devote a great deal of their time to the work in.,the,aecision-,

- r,. . , ..- , .

making bodies and therefore normally meet very wel,l' prepared for aieseriiiobs.

,
This has, however, made the work in the governing bodies much:More time - consuming, The

teacher representatives find the work load connected with the membership of governing body very heavy

anciarnich larger than the 10% of their total work load which, according t,3 the officialregalitions,;shonld
be devoted to administrativwork.

France reports that the students at the institutions of short-cycle post-secondari histitUtiqns (14
instituts universitaires de technologie and is instituts nationaux polytechniqwes) take great interest in
participating in the management of these institutions. The interest of the medical students is more modest,

while the students at the faculties of humanities take very little interest,in.stddent participation.

As far as the different types of decisions are concerned, student participation has led to satisfactory

results in the field of student social welfare at the institutions. More varied opinions have been exprssed

on student participation on decisions concerning the organisation of studies; and the situation seems to be
less satisfactory when one reaches important decisions on university policy in the field of selection of

studies and research programmes relevant to the students. r

Although it may be dangerous to draw any conclullons from such slender statements, the tendency

seems trishow that student participation seems to be regarded positively as far as student social welfare /,

extra-curriculum activities and educational matters arizPaoncerned,

The attitude towards student participation in,deicisions on research matters seems morereserved.

This may ,partly be due to the fact that students are not regarded as qualified to deal with such items, -

and partly due to the political view advocated by some student representatives with regard to research.

A third observation to be made is the critical attitude towards the administrative effeCtiveness
of the decision-making bodies expressed by some countries. The question is, however, whether the

students especially are to blame in this connection. This minor effectiveness of the present decision-
making bodies mai' be due to the way in which they are composed;_, The members nowadays represent

different groups, and the bodies have become more like ordinary political assemblies than 'previously

when they consisted of full professors as ex officio members.

4, General conclusions

If one compares the situation in 1968 with the situation in 1973, one must realise that a great
change has taken place in the power structiire of the institutions of higher education in most of the member

countries - at least seen from a formal point of view. Whether this is also true when one comes down to
realities could only be answered after thorough sodiorogical studies of the procedures of decisions at the

single institution.

It is, however, apparent that the goals of thee student unrest in the late silcties have not been fully
reached. The students have not obtained half of the seats in the decision - making bodies, ,and they have

not reached the direct participation of the whole student body through the right to send varying delegates
with mandates fiom general student meetings to the decision-making bodies.

- 1 -
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On the other hand, students have obtained much more influence than anybody in the early sixties
would have thought possible, Why is this so? The govemmehts could have'quelled the students' revolt
but they,clidn't, They chose to try and canalise the Rower of unrest into an ordinary parliamentary system
and to appease the angry yOuth by means of repressivevtblerance. This could not be explained only by the
fact that students have always been privileged to take more liberties than citizens in general would do,
There might have:been a wish among politicians to set in motion the institutions of.higher education in
order to create an innovation of the studies which for years had been criticised by the student unions and
by the outside world for being too inflexible and incongruous in a fast-developing society, Through the ,
participation of the students and of the fast-groiing gioup of assistant teachers, a process of innovation
might be started fiom the inside of the institutions which had always enjoyed the right of academic freedom
and self - government,

One could not, however, expect the politicians to support the rebellious students in their intention
to use the institutions of higher education is an instrument in an attempt to alter fundamentally the
established order of the society, Through the new laws and regulations they therefore tried to create a
new order of balance in,the 4ecision-making bodies by setting up different groups of representatives, that
of the full professors, the assistant teachers, the administrators and the technicians and that of the students,
eventually divided into the,gracluate students, and the post-graduate students,

In addition to that, the legislature set up the rules according to which the representatives should be
elected or appointed in order to ensure'that the representatives of the different groups - acting as public
officers - were properly chosen,

The present situation shows that the absolutism of the full professors has disappeared in most member
Countries and that the power structure is based upon a certain balance between different groups. This balance
may, however, not always be the same, Many countries use a s-ystem,Of reserved areas, mostly appointment,
and research matters, where thp decision-making is reserved for the qualified:representatives. On the other
hand, it is possible to find examples where the influence of student representatives is greater in educational
matters than in other cases,

The information gi'en by the member countries on the percentages, of student votes and the very
scarce information on results achieved through student participation seems to indicate that the situation,
generally speaking, is a transitional one; The students' as a whole have not fully realised the influence
they have attained, and both teachers and students have not got really used to the new power structure.
It is iobvious that it is too early to examine in depth the effects of student participation upon the eduCation
and research activities of the institutions of higher education, What will the graduates be like in the years
to come? How will they function in the society? How will the research activities be influenced by student
participation? These questions cannot be answered sufficiently today,' '

J
Many of the most gifted leaders of 1968 have finished their studies and are now becoming employed,

at the universities. How will they act in their new role as teachers, and how will their relations be to the
students of the late seventies? Students faced with other problems than the of the students in the sixties?
Students faced with a period of rediicV rates of growth, alternatives' to the traditional types of post-
secondary education?
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APPENDIX I

QUESTIONNAIRE

on

Student participation"

National authorities are requested to answer the questions which are applicable to their educational
system and relatively easy to answer. They are also requested to indicate whether any important changes are
foreseen in the near future. t

..,

Leizislation, etc %)

1, Is there a law or regulation (or a relevant clause within a more general law or regulation) in your
country providing for undergraduate student participation, representation in the operation of institutions of
tertiary education and-research?

If yes:

a, Date and title of the law or regulation? Which article(s) of a more general
Higher Education Act?

b. If Possible, short summary of the relevant provisions (unless these are apparent
from the answers to the questions appearing below)?

Introduction of student participation as a definite measure or just on an
experimelsatal basis?

c.

If no:

To what extent do internal regulations of institutions of tertiary education and
research provide for student participation?

2. At what level is student participation provided for by law:

a, national (eg central planning or decision-making bodies)?

b, the university or similar institution (University Senate, Council or Assembly)?

c, the Department or Faculty?

d. the Institute or Sub-Department?

4

t
3, On what subjects must students' representatives be consulted (at the four levels mentioned under 2):

curricula?

teaching methods?

the timetable?

examinations/assessment?

appointments, dismissals?,

the budget? in respect.of (a) receipts, (b) expenditure?



discipline?

material facilities (libraries, laboratories; accommodation; recreational facilities)?

J scholarships and grants?

research (planning pri es)?

"external rglations" (re t rs between an institution of higher education and the central
authority, orwith ana institutions inside or outside the country)?

other?

4, On what major subjects of decision need students' representatives not be consulted?

Mode of election; powers, etc

5. How are students' representatives elected (or appointed) at the four levels mentioned under 2:

a. direct election by the wlole student body?

direct election within the Faculty or Department?

c. indirect election or appointment (through students' associations or unions)?

cl, _ other procedures?
J

6. Is the electoral system regarded as, broadly speaking, satisfactory? What criticisms have been made?

7. If the election valid only if a certain minimum percentage of those having the right to vote actually
make use of this right? What is this minimum percentage7

8. Is there any information on the percentage of studenIts voting in any recent year?

9. Are those elected regarded as "representatives" or as "delegates" (ie having an imperative mandate
from their electorate)? Can their mandates.be withdrawn by their electors (between elections)?

10. What is the proportion of students' "representatives" in decision-making bodies, as compared with
the representatives of other categories (full professors, junior and intermediary staff, administrative staff, etc)?

11. Are there decisions which cannot be taken without the affirmative vote of the students' representatives?

12. Can a students' representative theoretically attain to an "executive" post (President or Rector of the
University; Dean; Head of a Department)? Are there cases where in practice he has done so?

Effects of participation in decision-making bodies .

13. How often do these bodies meet (on the average)?

14. How long does a students' representative serve on them (on the average)?

15. If a student's academic work suffers through service on a decision-making body, is he entitled to
"compensation" (eg through extension of his grant or scholaiShip, exceptional authorisation to sit for an
examination a second time, etc)?

Results achieved

16. In what fields (subject matters; type of decision) is it
-good results? In what fields negative or negligible results?

Other observations

onsidered that.student participation hal given
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APPENDIX III

The percentage of students
voting in the Federal Republic

of Germany in 1972-73

At the universities in Baden-Matt

25% - 30%

At the universities in Bavaria

49.8% - 70%

At the universities in Berlin

as a rule less than 50%,

At the University orBremen in 1972

for the body at central university le el 73.6%

for the bodies at department level 8 9%

for the bodies at sub-department leve 82%

At the University of Hamburg in 1972

for the body, at central university level p3.6%

for the bodies at deprtment and sub-department level 45.6%

At the' universities in Hesse in 1972-73

for the bodies at central university level 35.6% - 63. 9%

for the bodies at department level 34% - 72.6%

At the universities in Lower Saxony in 1972

25.5% - 64.2%

At the universities in Northrhine- Westphalia

35% - 45%

At one of the universities in Rhineland-Palatinate in 1972-73

for the bodies at department level 39.5% -81. 8%

- 19 4
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APPENDIX IV

The proportion of students' representatives
in decision-making bodies yi German universities

'

At the universities in Baden-Wurttemberg

20% - 25%

At the universities in Bavaria

up to 25%

At the universities in Berlin

in the decision-making bodies at central' university level about 25%

at department level 7 : 4 : 3 : 1

At the university in Bremen

1/3

At the university in Hamburg

in decision-making bodies at central university level 4 out of 23 (Akademischer Senat)

40 out of 130 (Konzil)

at department level a maximum of 6 out of 32

at institute level as many as the representatives of full professors and, abteilungsleiter

At the universities in Hesse

in decision-making bodies at university level 30 out of 90

at department level 5 : 1 : 3 :11

At the universities in Northrhine-Westphalia

4 : 2 : 2 : 2

At the universities M Rhineland-Palatinate

in decision-making bodies at university level 32 out of 104 (Versammlung)
16 out of 59 (Senat)

at department level 6 out of 23.
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APPENDI-X V
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.47

Extract from the report of the 30th session of the
Committee for Higher Education and Research

t

the Committee for Higher Education and Research held a debate on student participation on the basis
of the report prepared by Mr Goldschmidt at its 30th session - Strasbourg (26 to 28 October 1974), The
committee thanked Mr Goldschmidt for his work and welcomed the report as most helpful.

During the debate the following comments were made:

- It seems that in most countries encugh.experience has now been made with student
- participation so that definite solutions can now be adopted.

It is unlikely that there will be student participation to a much larger extent than
granted at present (apart from countries like Greece where there has been no student
participation so far), When granting student participation the authorities Alvin probably
be more careful than in the past in defining the areas in which participation can be
useful.

At present, student participation is no longer a question how to channel student unrest
but rather how to come to a rngst reasonable management'of institutions of tertiary
education.

- It seems that the intermediary staff (tinior and senior lectuiers) have had mostos. t benefit
from the concept of participation introduced in 1968, perhaps even niore than the
students.

Student participation means that students are supposed to take part in decisions and share
responsibility, but very often they are simply not in a position to assume such responsibility,
because their period of service is too short and they are not affected by the results of their
decisions.

As regards curriculum reform, it always takes 2 or 3 years until cer.tain'decisions are put into practice.
This means that another student generation will be affected, not the one having pushed through a c'ertain
change. Each student generation has their own ideas and proposals abouP'curriculumreform. Any long-term
planning of curriculum reform becomes impossible, if the students have'too great a say in these matters.

w..

One cannot say that the principle of university democratisation should enjoy priority
over the principle of efficiency in university administration. .

Democratisation of higher education mustibot result in.exempting higher education from the
decisions made by the democratic institutions of society as a whole.

Studvt participation cannot be based upbn a concept whereby the students would be looked
upon as workers and their teachers as employers; otherwise there would be a danger that student
participation results in lowering examination standards-and the level of teaching and research
as well as in new staff being nominated merely on political grounds;

s.)
The socio-political aspects of student pyticipation must, however, be taken into account.
Student participation must be seen in a general political context: all posiibilities of
participation in society should be based on' a:it overall political concept, namely that there , 1 .

orsopbomust be legitimation for each claim of participation, ... ..., , . i. a.
, -If ' v
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It might not be bad if participation leads to coalitions cutting through all groups; teachers,
students, tec 'cal staff, etc, unless these, coalitions follow exactly the pattern of existing
political parties.

Comments made with regard to the situation in individual countries:

Austria

The particular experience of the Commercial University of Vienna shows that students generally are
well irepared, when they take part in debates of univers bodies. On the other hand they are often Snot
quite capable of dealing with certain technical problems to e decided upon by such bodies. Often they do
not clearly see the situation, and it needs ,endless meetings until all the basic facts have beeribrought t6
their attention. Much also depends on the charadter of the individual student representative. Some of them
are very obstinate, because they only try to be re-elected or to have all decisions taken based on a particular,
narrow-minded political view of things.

Finland

In the meantime the students have been given one third of the votes in the university bodies on an
experimental basis, The temporarily direct appointment of the whole university administration by the
government only concerns those private universities which have been taken over bythe state,

Federal Republic of Germany

There is 'a strong trend towards dissolution of the present groups (senior, teachers, junior
teachers, students, etc) in favour of merely political groupings following the pattern of
political parties. In one of the German universities, any proposals for decision are
discussed by the political parties in the Municipal Parliameiat of the town in question,
before they are broughtto a vote in the university bodies. This means the end of the
university as a corporation of diffe,rent groups settling a great teal of their own affairs.

In general student participation does not lead to a patt situation except for certain social
affairs (eg student hostels) where the students have 50 per cent of all the votes and tend to
block any decision on reasonable prices and rents so that the Minister has to fix them by
way of decree. 4,

1
Norwa

Experience with student,participatioh has been very good but the particular context must be borne in
mind, namely the conditions.of student pa'rticipation in Norway. 'They maybe summed up as follows:

T

The teaching and research staff must have more than 50 per cent of all the votes, -
and the students not more than 20-25 per cent.

- j The election rules should be general andlaid down by the cential authority.
,0 .

- The election system should be a proportional one. .
A certain percentage of the students (at least 30 per cent) must take part in the election,
if they are allowed to fill all the seatireserved for them.

The student body has no right to withdraw their representatives during their term of °gide.

The students may take part in all decisions' except in decisions on nomination of teachers
and on, the award of degrees.
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Sweden

Unlike stated in document CCC/ESR (74) 31, in the meantime their experience with student

participation, has not only been positive as regards educational matters but also as r...t;ards administritiVe I

matters.

Switzerland

Things are now in full development. Two cantons have a r:eLatively restricted degree of student

participation, others are experimenting, with laws where the amount of student participation is 'hot yet

clearly defined. The student seem to be less and less interested in participatip, and it is difficult to

make them participate in the elections.

yit
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